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CURRENT TOPICS. 

WE secin this week printing those statutes of the recent 
Session which are of practical interest to the profession. The 
total number of such may not be below the average, but they 
are distinctly of less length than usual. Of those that we omit, 
two are merely consolidating statutes—the Friendly Societies 
Act, and the Collecting Societies and Industrial Assurance 
Companies Act. The latter excerpts from former Friendly 
Societies Acts those provisions which relate only to companies 
which receive contributions and premiums by means of collec- 
tors. Another statute to which we may call attention here is 
the Short Titles Act, which fills no less than 240 pages as issued 
by the Queen’s printer. This is, in form, supplementary to the 
similar Act of 1892, which it repeals and re-enacts. It professes 
to give short titles to all the public and general Acts passed 
since 1706 (the date of the union with Scotland), except such as 
are omitted from the revised edition of the Revised Edition 
of the Statutes by reason of their local or personal charac- 
ter. Henceforth it will no longer be necessary, though 
it may still sometimes be convenient, to cite any Act of 
Parliament by the regnal year and chapter. At the same time, 
collective titles with dates are given to a number of groups 
of statutes which deal with the same subject-matter. A further 
refinement of drafting is to be found in this statute. It has 
sometimes happened that, when the greater part but not the 
whole of an Act is repealed, the portion giving the short title 
has been included in the repeal by inadvertence. To meet this 
technical difficulty, it is now provided that such Acts may con- 
tinue to be cited by their repealed short titles. 





THe REPORT recently issued by the House of Lords: Select 
Committee on the Lord’s Day Act (21 Geo. 3, c. 49) is adverse to 
any substantial alteration of the existing law. The Committee 
was appointed in 1895 to consider what amendments it was 
expedient to make in the Act, but, although evidence was 
taken, the dissolution of Parliament prevented any report. The 
Committee was re-appointed in May of the present year, and 
has supplemented the former evidence by some documents 
useful for the proper understanding of the case. The most. 
important of these appears to be a memorandum submitted by 
Prof. WrEsTLAKE upon the present state of the law with regard 
to matters comprised in the Act of 1781. According to him the 
common law knows nothing of Sunday observance, and so far as 
work or any other matters are prohibited on that day, the 
prohibition rests solely on statute. The leading statute upon 
Sunday labour is 29 Car. II., c. 7, and this includes an enact- 
ment ‘That no tradesman, artificer, workman, labourer, or 
other person whatsoever shall do or exercise any worldly labour, 
business, or work of their ordinary callings upon the Lord’s Day 
or any part thereof, works of necessity and charity only 
excepted.” If this provision were liberally construed, it would, 
as Prof. Werstiake points out, indirectly prevent Sunday 
recreation, by prohibiting the employment of persons whose 
services would be necessary for the enjoyment of such recreation 
by others. But in practice the operation of the statute has 
been restricted by limiting the general words ‘‘other persons 
whatsoever” to persons ¢jusdem generis with those expressly 
mentioned, and by enforcing the condition that the work pro- 
hibited must be within the workman’s ‘“‘ ordi ing.” In 
the majority of cases, therefore, the Sunday labour which is 
required in connection with the provision of Sunday recreation 
is not of the kind dealt with by the Act of 29 Oar. II., and 
practically the prohibition of such recreation depends on the 


{ direct enactment of 21 Geo. IIJ., c.49. Under this latter statute 
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any house or place used for public entertainment or amusement 
on Sunday, to which persons are admitted by payment of money 
or by tickets sold for money, is to be deemed a disorderly 
house; and penalties are imposed on the person keeping the 
house or place, and upon other persons connected with the 
entertainment. 





Upon Tuts statute several cases have been in recent times 
decided, the most important, and those which have led to the 
present discussion of the law, being the Leeds Coliseum Cases 
(Reid v. Wilson § Ward and Reid v. Wilson § King, 1895, 
1 Q..B. 315). In these cases one of the lectures which was 
impugned was accompanied by limelight illustrations, and the 
other was delivered by Mr. Max O’Re 1, and the jury came to 
the conclusion that the Coliseum was a place used for public 
enertainment and amusement. Consequently it was a ‘“ dis- 
orderly house” under the statute, and had the defendants been 
properly selected they would have been liable to penalties. But 
though the prosecutors made a mistake in this respect and the 
actions, on technical grounds, failed, they were successful in 
branding the ordinary Sunday lecture to which the public are 
admitted by payment as illegal, and the evidence taken before 
the House of Lords Committee shewed that the operations of 
the Sunday societies has thereby been considerably interfered 
with. Under the Act of 1781 it is open to anyone to sue for 
penalties, though as a matter of fact no private individual for 
personal objects has at any time done so. Attention, however, 
was drawn to the possible vexatious use of the statute by the 
Brighton Aquarium Cases in 1875 (see L. R. 10 Q. B. 306, 
L. R. 10 Ex. 291); and consequently by the Remission of 
Penalties Act, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 80) the Crown was 
empowered to remit, in whole or in part, any penalties imposed 
under 21 Geo. III. c. 49. In this state of the law the House of 
Lords Committee have had to consider the expediency of 
maintaining the existing restrictions on Sunday recreation, or, 
as it is put in the report, whether the law as now in force is in 
general harmony with the sentiments and wishes of the English 
people; and they have come to the conclusion that it is. In this 
conclusion they are supported not merely by the representa- 
tions of the societies which have been formed to oppose any 
interference with traditional Sunday observance, but by a 
meémorial signed by over seven hundred members of the 
dramatic and musical professions and managers of places of 
entertainment. The signatories view with suspicion the prob- 
able increase to their work which would ensue if the Sunday 
opening of places of public entertainment became general, and, if 
this were made possible by a change in the law, it is obvious that 
the matter might be carried much further than is at present 
contemplated by the promoters of Sunday entertainments. The 
Committee point out that no legal objection exists to such 
lectures or music as are provided by funds raised by voluntary 
subscriptions, or by the proceeds of collections made at the time, 
and they believe that in this way the existing demand might in 
large measure be legitimately met. But on the whole subject 
referred to them their conclusion is, that while the phraseology 
of the earlier Act is now inappropriate—as, for instance, in the 
use of the term *‘ disorderly house ’—and the alteration of such 
phraseology, if practicable, would be advantageous, the existing 

w, as laid down in the two statutes of 1781 and 1875, cor- 
responds substantially with the wishes and sentiments of the 
English people, and that any material change in its general 
provisions would be harmful rather than advantageous. The 
report, which was drafted by the Bishop of Winchester, was 
adopted by a majority of six to four, in preference to a draft 
report by Lord Hoxsnovse advocating that the Act of 1781 
should ‘not apply to performances given with a view to the 
public good, and not for the profit of the promoiers.”’ 





Ir was recently been held by Norrn, J., in The Attorney- 
General v. The Albany Hotel Co.—and his decision has been 
affirmed by the Court of Appeal—that the Crown, upon ob- 
taining an interlocutory injunction, is not to be called upon to 
give the usual undertaking in damages. So far as respects 
ordinary litigants the rule on the subject is thus laid down in 





Seton (5th ed. i. 455): ‘‘Except in cases where the plain- 
tiff’s right is perfectly clear, or damage from granting it is 
unlikely to accrue, the court will not (unless under special 
circumstances) grant an interlocutory injunction, either ¢x parte 
or on notice, without an undertaking as to damages, and the 
registrars are instructed always to insert it.” Aud the under- 
taking is intended to protect the defendant not only from the 
possibility of the injunction having been granted upon an 
improper presentation of the case by the plaintiff, but also 
against the possibility of an erroneous decision by the court. 
In Smith v. Day (21 Ch. D. 421) Jessen, M.R., intimated that 
the undertaking would be enforced only in the former case. 
The court, he said, required the undertaking in order that it 
might be able to do justice if it had been induced to grant the 
injunction by false statement or suppression; but he was of 
opinion that the undertaking was not intended to apply where 
the injunction was wrongly granted owing to the mistake of the 
court, as, for instance, if the judge was wrong in hislaw. But 
this view, from which Corton, L.J., dissented at the time, was 
overruled by the Court of Appeal in Griffith v. Blake (27 Ch. D. 
474), the last-named learned judge there declaring the rule to 
be that, whenever the undertaking is given and the plaintiff 
ultimately fails on the merits, an inquiry as to damages will be 
granted unless there are special circumstances to the contrary. 
Prima facie there does not seem to be any reason why the 
Crown should not give the undertaking as well as an individual, 
aud the decision in Attorney-General v. The Albany Hotel Co. 
seems to rest rather upon the settled practice of the court than 
on an examination of principles. It is to be noticed, however, 
that the undertaking is called for as much in the interest of 
plaintiffs as of defendants. The court, said Norru, J., is often 
induced to make an order in favour of a plaintiff, in the belief 
that the defendant will be sufficiently protected against damage 
by the undertaking, which order it would not have made if 
the defendant had been left without such a protection and there 
was a reasonable probability that he might sustain serious 
damage if the injunction were ultimately discharged. In other 
words, the plaintiff gets his injunction more easily for giving the 
undertaking. It seems to follow, therefore, that the Crown 
may find the injunction refused when under similar circum- 
stances it would be granted at the instance of an ordinary 
plaintiff. 





Tue casE or Re Wintle, Tucker v. Wintle, on which we have 
already commented (ante, p. 711), should stand as a warning to 
draftsmen of wills to insert a distinct trust for conversion out 
and out, with a power to postpone it ad. lib., if they wish to 
convert the property. In Ze Wintle there was an alternative 
trust to retain or convert at the trustees’ discretion, and in spite 
of a direction to ‘pay and divide” the property, and of the general 
tenor of the will, which directed investment in personalty, and 
obviously intended the real and personal estate to go together, 
Nort, J., held that there was no conversion. In Marner v. Orr 
(7 Hare 453) a direction to pay and divide, coupled with other 
indications of intention, was held to imply a conversion, but in 
Cornish v. Pearce (7 Hare 477) it was held not sufficient in itself 
to raise such an implication. The apparent option of the 
trustees may, of course, be controlled by the general intention 
(Earlow v. Saunders, Amb. 241; Minors v. Battison, 1 App. Cas. 
481); but practically this means that the apparent power of sale 
is really a trust for sale. This is surely a point which should 
not be left to be gathered from the general intention of the will. 
In the large majority of cases the property is meant to go as a 
whole, and the alternative form of trust had better be avoided. 








At the Royal Courts of Justice advantage is now being taken of the 
Long Vacation by the Board of Works department, for effecting consider- 
able structural alterations and improvements in the internal arrangements. 
The lighting and ventilating machinery is undergoing renovation, so as to 
remedy complaints that have of late been frequent. Two new entrances 
to the corridors are being constructed to give more convenient access to 
suitors from the general hall. A new Gothic doorway leading to the 
Queen’s Bench side is being opened between Courts I. and II., and a 
similar doorway is in course of construction on the Chancery side between 
Chancery Court No. I. and the Admiralty Court. 
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MARITIME LIEN. 
IV. 4 

Ir, however, a person in whose favour a maritime lien has 
arisen desires to enforce it, it is necessary that he should do so 
with reasonable diligence. In Zhe Royal Arch (Swa., 285) 
Dr. Lusutneton, after examiaing the cases on bottomry bonds, 
said their effect was to shew that the bond ought to be enforced 
within a reasonable time. “It is,” he said, “a lien on the 
vessel only for a reasonable time, and if not enforced within 
such time the creditors or other claimants may be entitled to 
precedence.” And the rule that reasonable diligence is neces- 
sary for the enforcement of the lien was laid down by the Privy 
Council in The Bold Buccleugh (7 Moo. P. C., 285). ‘It is 
not necessary to say that the lien is indelible and may not be 
lost by negligence or delay where the rights of third parties 
may be compromised ; but where reasonable diligence is used 
and the proceedings are had in good faith, the lien may be 
enforced into whosesoever possession the thing may come.” And 
reasonable diligence does not mean the doing of everything 
possible to enforce the lien, but the doing of that which, having 
regard to all the circumstances, including considerations of 
expense and difficulty, could be reasonably required. Hence, 
where efforts of various kinds were made to discover when a 
ship touched an English port with a view to arresting her, but 
no special agent was employed at Liverpool, the port she 
actually visited, it was held that the plaintiffs had not lost their 
lien. There was nothing to connect the ship with Liverpool, 
and the court thought it was not incumbent on the plaintiffs to 
have an agent in several of the principal ports in this country 
and to incur the expenses consequent thereon. The question of 
PD 4s) diligence was considered, too, in Zhe Fuirport (8 

In the passage from the judgment in 7he Bold Buccleugh already 
quoted (ante, p. 728), maritime lien and the right to proceed in 
rem seem to be spoken of as equivalent. Wherever a lien or 
claim is given upon a thing, the Admiralty Court, it was said, 
enforces it by a proceeding in rem ; and this was accompanied by 
the remark that a maritime lien is the foundation of the pro- 
ceeding im rem. If this is so, it can plausibly be argued that, 
where the Legislature confers a right to proceed in rem in respect 
of a new kind of claim, the effect is to support the claim by a 
maritime lien ; and this argument was used, and sometimes used 
with success, to shew that the Admiralty Court Acts of 1840 
and 1861 (3 & 4 Vict. c. 65, and 24 Vict. c. 10) had in certain 
cases created a maritime lien for necessaries supplied to a ship. 
At one time it seems that the Admiralty Court asserted juris- 
diction in claims for necessaries ; but this was finally abandoned 
in Zhe Neptune (3 Knapp 94), with the result that ‘‘ material 
men ”’—a term known to lawyers, though it has not got into 
common use in the shipping world—were denied any lien either 
on the ship, or on the proceeds after a sale under the decree of 
the court. In this state of things the Act of 1840, by section 
6, while it affirmed the jurisdiction of the Admiralty Court in 
cases of salvage and damage, and extended it to cases where the 
ship was within the body of a county, and gave jurisdiction also 
in claims for necessaries supplied to foreign ships, but without 
specifying the mode in which the jurisdiction was to be exer- 
cised. The Act of 1861, by section 5, gave similar jurisdiction 
in respect of necessaries supplied to a ship elsewhere than in 
the ship’s own port, unless any owner or part owner was 
domiciled in England or Wales; and by section 35 it was pro- 
vided that the jurisdiction might be exercised either by pro- 
ceedings in rem or by proceedings in personam. 

_Upon the effect. of this later Act conflicting decisions were 
given by Dr. Lusutneton, but at length, in Zhe Pacific (Br. 
& Lush. 243), he finally rejected the theory that it conferred a 
maritime lien. ‘Apart from the statute,” he said, ‘the only 
remedy of the material man was to proceed in the common law 
courts, and the statute, though it gave him a remedy against the 
ship, yet required that he should first institute his suit in the 
Admiralty Court.” “This,” he continued, ‘‘shewed that the 
material man had not a maritime lien, for a maritime lien accrues 
from the instant of the circumstances creating it, and not from the 
date of the intervention of the court.”” On the other hand, he 
had shortly before held, in Zhe Ella A. Clarke (Br. & Lush. 32), 





on the Act of 1840, that the proceedings allowed under that ' 

statute were the same as in the case of a maritime lien; and it 

was treated as an inference from his judgment that a claim for 

— supplied to a foreign ship was secured by such a 
en. 

In this state of the authorities the question of the effect of 
section 5 of the Admiralty Court Act, 1861, came before the 
Privy Council in Zhe Two Ellens (L. R. 4 P.C. 161). Zhe Two 
Ellens was a British colonial ship belonging to a port in Nova 
Scotia, and no owner or part owner was at the time of the insti- 
tution of the suit domiciled in England. A duly registered 
mortgage was created on the ship in 1867, and was transferred 
by an unregistered transfer in July, 1868. In February, 1868, 
necessaries had been supplied to the ship in the port of London. 
The person supplying the necessaries claimed a maritime lien, 
and in virtue of the lien he claimed precedence over the trans- 
feree of the mortgage. But the Privy Council held that the 
fact of the Admiralty jurisdiction being dependent on the 
domicile of the owner at the time of the institution of the suit 
was inconsistent with the existence of a maritime lien. By the 
section in question the jurisdiction is not made to depend on the 
state of things at the time when the necessaries are supplied, 
but on the state at the time when the suit is commenced ; and 
hence, supposing there was a maritime lien, the possibility of 
the court’s enforcing it would vary from time to time with the 
domicilefof the owner. But this uncertainty in the remedy for- 
bids the continuance of the lien, and forbids therefore its origin. 
“Tt appears,” said Metuisu, L.J., “to their lordships that it is 
altogether inconsistent that a maritime lien should exist on 
Monday, and should not exist on Tuesday, and should then 
revive on Wednesday. A maritime lien must be something 
which adheres to the ship from the time whon the facts hap- 
pened which gave the maritime lien, and then continues binding 
on the ship until it is discharged.” Hence the material man 
obtained no lien, and he had not precedence over the transferee 
of the mortgage. ‘According to the true construction of this 
section the res, the ship, does not become chargeable with the 
debt for necessaries until the suit is actually instituted, and all 
valid charges on the ship to which any person other than the 
owner of the ship, who is liable for the necessaries, is entitled 
must take precedence.” 

But the decision in Zhe Zwo Ellens only applied to section 5 
of the Admigalty Court Act, 1861; and the Privy Council seemed 
to be of opinion that there were different considerations in con- 
nection with section 6 of the Act of 1840 which might allow of 
a maritime lien being conferred by that section in accordance 
with the decision in Zhe Ella A. Clarke (supra). The section 
refers to salvage and damage as well as to the supply of neces- 
saries, and, as we have seen, extends the jurisdiction which the 
Admiralty Court already had over claims for salvage services 
rendered, and for damage arising by collision, upon the high 
seas, to similar claims within the body of a county. Moreover, 
the jurisdiction was determined in the case of necessaries by 
the fact that the ship was a foreign ship when the necessaries 
were supplied, and not by a state of affairs existing at the com- 
mencement of the suit. Although, then, the words giving the 
Adwiralty Court jurisdiction could hardly in themselves create 
a maritime lien, yet one effect of the section was to enlarge the 
jurisdiction in cases where there was already a maritime lien, and 
it thus became a plausible contention that such a lien was given 
also in the case of necessaries. ‘“‘These,” said Metsu, L.J., ‘are 
strong grounds for holding that, as respects salvage and as 
respects collision, which already gave a maritime lien when they 
occurred on the high seas, it was intended that they should also 
when they occurred in the body of a county equally give a 
maritime lien; and that being so as to salvage and collision, it 
might well be said that, ‘ necessaries’ immediately following, it 
was intended that the same rule should apply in the case of 
necessaries.” 

The decision in Zhe Two Ellens was followed in The Pieve 
Superiore (L. R. 5 P. CO. 482) with respect to the construction of 
section 6 of the Admiralty Court Act, 1861, which gives the court 
a jurisdiction in the case of claims on bills of lading, &c., similar 
to that given by section 5 in the case of the supply of neces- 
saries; but though it was thus clear that the Act of 1861 con- 
ferred no maritime lien, yet the decision in Zhe Hila A, Clarke 
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(supra) continued to be treated as establishing that the Act of 
1840 did confer a lien. In 1886, however, the question of maritime 
lien under the Act of 1840 arose in The Henrich Bjorn, and was 
taken to the House of Lords (11 App. Cas. 270). In March, 
1882, The Henrich Bjorn, a Norwegian vessel, of which 
ABRAHAMSEN then owned five-sixths, was lying at Liverpool, 
and a firm of shipbrokers advanced to him a sum of money for 
necessaries for the vessel. Subsequently Apranamsen sold his 
five-sixths share, and the shipbrokers claimed a lien on the ship 
as against the purchaser. But the House of Lords declined to 
place upon section 6 of the Act of 1840 the construction adopted 
in The Ella A. Clarke, and suggested as possible in Zhe Two 
Elllens (supra). It might be that maritime lien in the case of 
salvage and collision was extended to claims arising within the 
body of a county, but this was no reason for implying a lien in 
the case of necessaries, the remedy for which, apart from the 
statute, was solely in the common law courts. And if no such 
inference arose from the conjunction of claims for necessaries 
with the other claims referred to in the section, it could not be 
supposed that a maritime lien arose from the mere fact of 
jurisdiction being given to the Admiralty Court. I1n spite of 
the language used in Zhe Bold Buecleugh (supra), Admiralty 
jurisdiction, which is in personam as well as in rem, may exist 
where there is no lien, and consequently the mere conferring of 
jurisdiction cannot give a lien. For these, among other 
reasons, the House of Lords held that no lien for the supply of 
necessaries to a foreign ship was given by the Act of 1840, and 
the construction of the Acts of 1840 and 1861 is now in this 


respect the same. 








CORRESPONDENCE, 
DISBURSEMENTS, 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 


Sir,—Let not your correspondent ‘‘ London Solicitor’’ blush for his 
country brethren. The neglect of the latter to express their opinions 
upon the views of ‘‘ Country Solicitor” in reference to disbursements, 
as set forth in his letter to your journal of the 15th of August, must 
not be taken as evidence that they agree with those views. 

As a country practitioner myself, I must plead guilty to having felt 
extremely indignant with ‘Country Solicitor” for having uttered 
what I cannot bat think is a libel on the majority of country soli- 
citors. I have discussed the matter with three or fowr professional 
brethren and found they agreed with me in condemning the supposed 
practice, and after all have taken no steps to contradict the state- 
ments referred to by a letter to your journal. But my neglect arose 
from my having plenty of work to otherwise employ my time, and not 
from a feeling of apathy in the matter. 

Therefore I take this opportunity of saying that I entirely concur 
in the views expressed by ‘‘E. E. L.” and ‘‘ London Solicitor” in 
your issue of the 29th of August; and I only trust that ‘‘ Country 
Solicitor’s” letter may not be read by any of those laymen who still 
retain the old-fashioned notion that the profession of a solicitor is not 
altogether an honourable one. 0. 

August 31. 


[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. | 


S1e,— Your correspondents ‘‘ E. E. L.” and ‘‘ A London Solicitor ” 
are undoubtedly right. If a solicitor charges the whole of his 
travelling and hotel expenses to two or more clients instead of 
apportioning them, he commits a dishonest act. He represents to 
each client that he has spent for him more than he has really spent, 
and cheats him of the excess. The “ Country Solicitor ” who writes to 
you to admit that he has taken this course, and to justify his action 
perry to your readers a strange mixture of innocence and guilt, 

should recommend him to hold his tongue and alter his practice. 

After an experience extending over thirty years, during which I 
have made journeys innumerable on the business of more than one 
client at the same time, I can only say that not only have I never 
done what “‘ A Country Solicitor” states that he has done, but I have 
mever heard it suggested by any solicitor, whether carrying on 
basiness in town or country, that such a course was justifiable; nor 
do I believe that such a practice exists. 

Anotugn Country Soxicrror. 


[Lo the Lditor of the Solicitors’ Journal, } 
Sir,—1 do not think that London solicitors ought to have the 








monopoly of denouncing the doctrine laid down by “Country 
Solicitor.” ‘ 

It has always been the practice of the firm of which I am a member, 
and I believe it has been the practice of all the respectable solicitors 
in this city, to apportion disbursements when they have been incurred 
on behalf of two or more clients ; and personally, when I have stayed 
with friends I have never charged hypothetical disbursements. 

As to the charge for attendance, that isa somewhat different matter ; 
but it ought to be so arranged that the total charges bear some 
reasonable relation to what would be charged if the whole time had 
been spent in connection with the business of one client. 

Manchester, August 29. A MANcHESTER SOLICITOR. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.) 


Sir,—Will you permit me, as a country solicitor, to disclaim what 
your correspondent ‘‘ Country Solicitor” states to be the ‘‘ invariable 
practice” of country solicitors, to charge travelling expenses for 
journeys in full to each client. : ‘ 

Such an alleged practice, I consider, casts a slur and a discredit 
upon the reputation of those country practitioners who try to remove 
themselves from what your correspondent ‘“ London Solicitor” calls 
‘* vulgar dishonesty and petty theft”: or, if these words seem rather 
strong, from all semblance of any such pettifogging malpractices, 
which certainly tend to bring dishonour upon our honourable pro- 
fession. After an experience of forty years’ country practice in the 
profession, I certainly hold with the views of ‘‘E. E. L.” and 
‘** London Solicitor’ in every respect. 

I trust that the generai body of country solicitors may be cleared 
from this damaging imputation, by its being shewn that this “‘in- 
variable practica” does not prevail in their dealings with clients 
whose implicit confidence they enjoy and should use every endeavour 
heawateiley to maintain. ANOTHER COUNTRY SOLICITOR. 





[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal. ] 


Sir,—I observe two letters in your issue of to-day on the above 
matter, and, with your permission, propose to reply to same. 

As to that signed “KE. E. L.” This writer uses strong language 
but few arguments ; and I gather that, although he condemns charging 
two payments for one journey, he quite approves of charging twice 
over for one day’s work, but salves his conscience by calling one of 
the charges ‘‘a fee.” May I ask “ E. E. L.” to define the distinction 
in honour between the two courses of practice, one of which he 
approves and the other repudiates ? 

As to ‘‘ A London Solicitor.” This gentleman speaks of disburse- 
ments as ‘‘ facts”; and yet, in answer to my question, What is to be done 
when a solicitor has a season ticket ? he says charge not the “ fact,” 
but the ordinary fare. What is the effect of this carried throughout 
the'year?’ Why, naturally, that the solicitor has charged as “ facts” 
mere calculations, and has got a profit beyond his disbursement. The 
‘‘ London Solicitor,” therefore, thus approves of what he calls ‘‘ vulgar 
dishonesty, a petty theft.” 

“A London Solicitor” is good enough to blush for his country 
brethren. May I ask him whether he can spare a roseate tint for 
those eminent Lincoln’s-inn firms who to-day commonly finish off 
their bills with an item of ‘coach hire,” which nobody supposes has 
been actually disbursed ? 

Again, ‘“‘ A London Solicitor” talks of the custom of charging a 
full day’s charge to each of several clients as not a false statement. 
Surely it is, if it implies (as it really must on his theory as to pay- 
ments) a day’s devotion to the particular client. 

After all, the foundation of the whole matter is, What does the 
client expect? I say unhesitatingly that he is fully aware of the 
practice prevailing, and quite appreciates the fact that his solicitor, 
whilst charging a full day’s work and payments to him, is doing the 
same to his friend Jones. I have had s very varied and extensive 
general practice for about a quarter of a century; and it is my 
pe wrncue that it is a common joke amongst business men, that 
solicitors — the advantage of going to town and charging two 
or three clients whose work they were doing with two, or three railway 
fares and hotel bills. 


So far as I am concerned this correspondence must now cease, as I 
am leaving to go abroad for some time; but I hope! some of my 
country friends will give their views. A Country Sonicrror. 

August 29. 

[We have received other letters on this subject, which we have no 
room to print. But, in justice to our correspondents, it is right to 
state that no single one of them defends the practice of the original 
** Country Solicitor.”—Ep. 8. J.] 
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CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Before the Vacation Judge. 
SIMPSON & SONS (LIM.) v. COLLINSON—2nd September. 


Vacation Bustness--Practice—Omission To Senp Parers To RecisTRAR— 
App.icatTion To Prace Morton in List—Ex parts HEARING. 


This was a motion upon behalf of the plaintiffs that the defendant, his 
contractors, servants, agents, and workmen might be restrained until the 
trial of the action or further order from entering on the land and premises 
of the plaintiffs, situate in Skircoat-road, Halifax, in the county of York, 
and from heightening or building on the wall dividing the said land and 
premises of the plaintiffs from the adjoining land and premises of the 
defendant or any part thereof, and from pulling down or otherwise 
— or interfering with the property of the plaintiffs, and for 
such er or other relief as the court might direct. On behalf of the 
plaintiffs, it was stated that notice of motion had been given, but by some 
accident the papers had not been delivered, and an application was made 
that the motion might be put in the paper, or that it might be heard ez 
parte as it was an urgent matter. Chitty, J., said that the rules ought to 
have been observed and the papers sent to the registrar. He declined to 
allow the motion to be put in the paper, but would hear it ex parte, 
although it did not follow that he would make an order. The motion 
having been heard ex parte, 

Curtry, J., made an order restraining the defendant, his servants, and 
agents over Wednesday next from trespassing on the land of the plain- 
tiffs and the wall dividing the land and premises of the plaintiffs from the 
land and premises of the defendant, and from pulling down or damaging 
the said wall. The motion to stand in the paper next week. Leave to 
amend the notice of motion.—Counsgt, Millar, Q.C., and Stewart Smith. 
Soricrrors, Firth § Co., for Godfrey, Rhodes, § Evans, Halifax. 

[Reported by J. E. Aupovs, Barrister-at-Law. } 


RYDILL v. RYDILL—2nd September. 


Vacation Bustngss—Practice—Morion to Conrrrm Rerort or ReGistRaR 
—PERMANENT MAInTENANCE—FormM or ORDER. 


This was a motion on behalf of the petitioner, Ann Rydill, to confirm 
the report of the registrar on a petition for permanent maintenance filed 
in the cause. In support of the motion, it was stated that the decree was 
made absolute on the 8th of June, 1896. Upon the 16th of July the 
respondent ceased making any payment to the petitioner. On the 7th of 
August the registrar made a report ordering the respondent to pay £80 a 
year—£60 for the wife and £20 for two children. It was stated, on the 
respondent’s behalf, that he was a poor man. He had paid £2 a week 
pendente lite, and that ought to be taken into account, and an application 
was made that the respondent be ordered to pay haJf the amount ordered 
by the registrar without prejudice. 

Currry, J., said that the payments made by the respondent had been 
made by agreement. He must pay something. The order would be that 
the respondent pay £1 a week without prejudice from the date of the 
decree absolute, and the motion would stand over the Vacation.—Covunsrt, 
Willock ; G. Leslie Bannerman, Soutcrrors, Roweliffes, Rawle, & Co. ; F. R. 
Nott, 

{Reported by J. E. Aupous, Barrister-at-Law.] 


TAYLOR v, STUDDS—2nd Septemier. 


Contempt or Oourt—ArrachMEentT—Breacu or InsJoNCTION—INTIMATION 
By Court as To Future Orper. 


This was a motion on behalf of the plaintiff, Mr. R. 8S. Taylor, that he 
might be at liberty to issue a writ or writs of attachment against the 
defendants, William Studds and Joseph Studds, for their contempt in 
depositing or permitting to be Sepcutel, and allowing to remain deposited, 
and burning or allowing to be burnt, on land in their occupation in the 

h of Iver, in the county of Buckingham, road scrapings, slop, gar- 
age, or hard or soft core, so as to be a nuisance by stench, smell, or 
otherwise to the plaintiff and his family and servants and workmen and 
occupiers of Huntsmoor-park and Huntsmoor-park Farm, in the said 
ish ot Iver, contrary to a judgment dated 6th of March, 1896. By the 
udgment the court by consent ordered that the defendants, their agents, 
servants, and workmen be perpetually restrained from depositing or per- 
mitting to be deposited and from permitting to remain deposited, and 
from burning or allowing to be burnt, on any land in their occupation 
in the parish of Iver, in the county of Buckingham, or any adjoining 
parish, any road scrapings, slop, garbage, or hard or soft core, so as to be a 
nuisance by stench, smell, or otherwise to bpd yoos-y and his family and 
servants and workmen and occupiers of the said park and farm. In sup- 
port of the motion, it was stated that the defendants were brickmakers 
and were the lessees of land near to the plaintiff's residence. They had 
entered into contracts with the Vestries of Paddington and K on 
for the removal of garbage. ‘the garbage included refuse from dustbins 
and fishmongers’ and poulterers’ shops, dead animals, and decayed vege- 
table matter. They had deposited a very large heap of most offensive 
matter at about 1,000 yards from the plaintiff’s house and 300 yards from 
his grounds, and the heap had been waded to since the injunction, 


Currry, J., ordered the motion to stand over till the second motion 
day of next sittings, the defendants undertaking not to deposit on 
their land any dead animals, or fish, &c., and further undertaking to 
allow the plaintiff and his agents reasonable —— at all times, 
Liberty to the plaintiff to file further evidence, and liberty to apply. His 





lordship expressly intimated that if at the hearing it should appear that» 
the defendants had already, or between now and the , committed 
a breach of the injunction, a very severe order would be made.—CovunsgL, 
Frank Russell; H. 8. Cantley. Sowtcrrors, Chester § Co. ; Paterson, Sons, § 
Candler, for Garner, Uxbridge. 

{Reported by J. E. Atpovs, Barrister-at-Law.] 


MANCHESTER SHIP CANAL v. THE ROCHDALE CANAL CO.—2nd 
September. 


Practice—InsuNcTION—ABSTRACTION OF WATER—OONTINUANCE OF ABSTRAC- 
TION AFTER Discoveny—Form or Orper. 


This was a motion upon behalf of the plaintiffs, the Manchester Ship 
Canal Oo., that the defendants, the ge agg J of tors of the Roch- 
dale Canal, might be restrained until trial of action or further 
order from abstracting or diverting, or permitting to be abstracted or 
diverted, water from the Rochdale Canal, and from selling the same to 
traders and other persons for man and other commercial pur- 
poses, and from otherwise with the surplus or waste water in 
such manner as to prevent the same from flowing or being discharged into 
the Bridgewater Canal, or otherwise in breach of 39 & 40 Geo. 
III., c. 36 (Rochdale Canal Act, 1800), and especially section 40 thereof: 
It appeared from the affidavits that, in pursuance of section 22 of the 
Manchester Ship Canal Act, 1885, add ee gers f and undertaking of the 
Bridgewater Navigation Company (Limited) (which included the Duke of 
Bridgewater’s Canal) was purchased by, and is now vested in, the plaintiff 
company. The defendant company was constituted by an Act of Parlia- 
ment (34 Geo. III., c. 78) for the purpose of making a navigable canal 
from the Calder and Hebble Navigation near Sowerby Bridge, Yorkshire, 
to juin the canal belonging to the Duke of Bridgewater at or near Castle- 
field in the parish of Manchester. The Manchester, Ashton, and Oldham 

Company was formed under an Act of 32 Geo. III., c. 84, to 
construct a canal from Manchester to or near Ashton-under-Lyne 
and Oldham, and a junction of the two last-mentioned canals was 
authorised and was formed at Dale-street, Basin-street, Manchester, 
in or about the year 1800. By section 40 of the Rochdale Canal Act, 
1800 (39 & 40 Geo. III., c. 36), after reciting that the said junction 
had been made, it was enacted ‘that all the waste water of the Man- 
chester, Ashton-under-Lyne, and Oldham Canal, except such wate, as 
shall necessarily flow over the waste weirs of the said canal, shall be dis- 
charged out of the said last-mentioned canal into the said Rochdale Canal 
at Manchester aforesaid, and that the said waste water so discharged, and 
the waste water of the said Rochdale Canal when so united in the said 
canal, shall be at all times conveyed either into the canal of the Most Noble 
Francis, Duke of Bridgewater, or al the east side of the street called 
Shooter’s Brow in Manchester aforesaid into the tunnel of the said Duke near 
to Bank Top in Manchester aforesaid, at the expense of the said company 
of proprietors of the said Rochdale Canal, and in such manner as may be 
most convenient to them, but subject nevertheless to the direction and 
approbation of the said Duke of Bridgewater, his heirs, or assigns.”” The 
rights of the said Duke of Bridgewater are now vested in the plaintiff com- 
pany. In support of the motion, it was stated that a suspicion had arisen 
that water had been improperly abstracted from the Rochdale Canal. On 
the 17th of August last it was found that a considerable quantity of water 
was being diverted by the defendant company from the Rochdale Canal at a 
point immediately above Tib (or Cheetham's) Lock —- a covered cul- 
vert into a reservoir connected with the Gaythorn Dye Works, and that 
water, in breach of the said Act of Parliament, was being used in large 
quantities for scouring and other purposes in connection with the 
works. The plaintiffs had a right as carriers to carry over the Roc 
Canal, and were unable to do so. The defendants claimed a prescriptive 
right to abstract the water. If they would undertake to keep 4ft. draught 
of water in the canal, the plaintiffs would be satisfied. 

Currry, J., said that it appeared that the defendants had done nothing 
new after the abstraction had been discovered, and as it had been 
on for some time it was not a case for an injunction. There be 
leave to deliver pleadings in the action during the Vacation and to set it 
done at once.—CounssL, Hopkinson, Q.C., and Stewart Smith ; Atkinson, 
Q.C., MacSwinney, and Bristowe. Soxicrrors, Grundy, Kershaw, Saren, 
Samson, § Co., for Grundy, Kersham, § Co., Manchester; Norris, Allens, ¢ 
Chapman, for George Jackson, Rochdale. 

(Reported by J. E. Auvovs, Barrister-at-Law.) 





CASES OF LAST SITTINGS, 


High Court—Queen’s Bench Division. 


Re AN ARBITRATION BETWEEN MORGAN AND ANOTHER (Claimants) 
AND THE LONDON AND NORTH-WESTERN RAILWAY CO. (Respon- 
dents)—1l1th August. 

Computsory Taxine or Lanp—Lanp Ler on Lease ror Puaue Pve- 
vosss AT Smaut Raenrat wrrn Proviso ror Ra-sxray—Lanp Taken BY 
a Ramuway Comrpany—Pxarciria or Compsnsatron. 


fered Oe ees Coane case stated by an arbitrator appointed 
under the Lands Clauses solidation Act, and also in pursuance of a 
request made by the parties at the hearing that the arbitrator should state 
his award as a special case. The claim was under the Lands Clauses Act 
to recover compensation for land taken and damages for severance, but for 
pend pe ro Serene Ce ae ee ee eee ee 
upon the compensation is to be computed in respect of land 
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taken. In the year 1822, 38 acres of land were by lease demised by the 
tion of Swansea for 99 years to the claimants’ predecessor in title 
from the 29th of September, 1821. at a yearly rental of £9 2s. The land 
then was and still is ‘‘ burrows,’’ that is, sand by the seashore just above 
high water mark. Over a portion of it some rough herbage has of late 
years grown up. Part of it has been used for building purposes. Upwards 
of 2,000 houses, part of the town of Swansea, are built upon the other 
of the burrows. A part of the 38 acres, namely, la. Or. 32p , is the 
land taken, and the apportioned rent payable by the claimants to their 
lessors for it is 58. 10d. per annum. By underleases in 1877 and 1889 cer- 
tain parts of the 38 acres, amounting to lla. Or. 16p., or thereabouts, were 
re-let by the claimants to the Corporation for the whole of their term less 
one day upon an improved rental amounting on the average to nearly 
£5 per‘acre. The underleases granted by the claimants contain, 
among other covenants, a proviso that the corporation would lay 
out the demised premises as an esplanade and public promenade for 
the use of the people of Swansea and would keep the same so laid 
out in good repair and order for the term granted, and also a proviso that, 
in case the demised premises or any part thereof should be required or 
taken by a railway or other public company under the power or authority 
of an Act of Parliament, then and in such case it should be lawful for the 
dessors into and upon so much of the premises thereby demised as was so 
required to re-enter and the said premises to have again and re-possess as 
of their former estate, the rent thereinbefore reserved being reduced in 
proportion to the quantity of land taken. On the 14th of December, 1891, 
the company, acting in exercise of the powers conferred upon them by 
the London and North-Western Railway Act, 1890, gave notice to treat 
for, and in March, 1892, they entered into possession of, the land taken by 
consent of the corporation and of the claimants, and constructed thereon 
sidings, goods yards, &c. The claimants did not actually re-enter or re- 
possess themselves of any part of the land so demised by them. The 
corporation continues in poseession of all the land demised under the said 
two under-leases (except la. Or. 32p. taken from them by the company), 
and still uses the same as a public esplanade. On behalf of the company, 
it was contended that, as the claimants had parted with their term except 
for one day, the value of the claimants’ leasehold interest in the land taken 
was the amount of reserved rent which would be lost to them during the 
residue of the term—that is to say, the sum of about £5 per annum 
capitalised, &c., for 28} years, together with the value of one day’s 
reversion, and that the taking of the land by the company under 
the Act and in the circumstances stated did not enable the claimants 
to treat it for the purposes of compensation as available to them 
for general purposes of profit during the 28} years still to run as 
the underleases had ceased to exist so far as the land taken 
is concerned. On behalf of the claimants, it was contended that, as 
the railway company had taken part of the land under the powers and 
authority of their Act of Farliament, the claimants were entitled to 
treat the land so taken as in hand, free from the underleases, and to 
receive as compensation the sum for which such land might be expected to 
let for ial purposes during the remainder of the term. The 
question for the opinion of the court was whether the compensation for 
the land taken should be determined upon the principle contended for by 
the company or upon the principle contended for by the claimants : if 
upon the iple contended for by the company, the arbitrator awarded 
the sum of £182 10s.; if upon the principle contended for by the claim- 
ants, then he awarded the sum of £735. For the claimants, it was now 
contended that they were entitled to the award of £735, as that repre- 
sented the real value of the land, and the only reason it was let to the 
corporation at a small sum was that it might be used as a promenade, and 
under the underlease the claimants were, under the circumstances, 
i to re-enter the land, in which case they would be entitled to the 
value of the same. For the railway company, it was contended that 
claimants had not re-entered; that they were only entitled to the 
ion of £125 10s., as that represented the value of the land to 
claimants at the time the land was taken, and they were only entitleed 
the reduced compensation: Stebling v. Metropolitan Board of Works (19 
W. BR. 73, L. RB. 6 Q. B. 37). 
a aera (Dax and Lawzance, JJ.) gave judgment for the claimants 
sum 
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larger le 
Day, J. aooak stated the facts)—This being the state of things, that 
which was t possible or probable when the claimants granted the 
underleases of 1377 and 1889, occurred, and the railway company did give 
notice to treat. No doubt the notice to treat at once put an end to the 
— the parties to interfere with the land or to anything to its 
They are to sell the land as of the value it was at the time the 
to treat was given; and the only question we have to determine is 
what was the value of the Jand at the time tne notice to treat was given. 
At the time the notice to treat was given, by the effect of that notice the 
ceased so far as the land was concerned which was comprised 
im the underlease. Nothing further could be done, but the rights of the 
only persons to sell—the claimante—remained. They were the only 
persons who could sell and who had a title to sell, and they have been so 
dealt with by the com . The land was not taken as land belonging to 
the corporation ; it is t with as land pce to the claimants, and 
rightly so, and the company have given them—the claimants—notice to 
establishing their title as the persons entitled 
toselltheland. What are they entitled to well? Are they “ entitled to sell 
land as land taken as in band and free from the underleases””’ That 
of the provision in the underleases, to enable them to 
the land as in band and free from the underleases. ‘The land is to be 
in bend and free from the underleaser, and therefore the condition is 
falfiled. The land has become in hand and free from the under- 
leases, and the Claimants, and they alone, are the persons who can make 





title to the land and can sell the land to the company. We have to deal 
with the interest they have in the land, and the interest they have in the 
land under the terms of the underlease is simply that they have got the 
land free from the underlease. The commercial value is found by the 
arbitrator to be £735. We find that the land is very much improved in 
value, as we might expect, by the lapse of time, the great increase of 
Swansea, and the development of the railway system in the district. 
Who is entitled to that increase? The person who alone can make a title 
to the land, the person owning and selling the land, and the person who 
has succeeded in getting clear of the underleases. It is not a question of 
what kind of building he can build. He has the land free, and is entitled 
to sell it as free land. Then he sells it accordingly as free land. The 
case was very properly distinguished by Mr. Channell from the case 
referred to of cemeteries on land which had been permanently taken out 
of the market. Other parties have stipulated that the sale of the land for 
public p ses for £5 an acre, which is below the value of the land, shall 
not prejudice the lessor, who shall not be bound to take merely a 
capitalised sum, representing the capitalised value of the rental of £5a 
year, but shall be entitled to get the fair value of the land, that is to say, 
the capital value of the land. Upon the best judgment I can form in this 
case, it seems to me that the contention of the claimants is right, and that 
they are entitled to recover under the award the sum of £735. I have not 
arrived at this conclusion without difficulty and some hesitation ; but the 
conclusion I have arrived at is that the claimants are entitled to sell the 
land and be paid for it the full commercial value, and to get the full £735 
assessed by the arbitrator. Judgment for the claimants.—CounszL, 
Channell, Q.C., and Glascodine ; Greene, Q.C., C. A. Russell, and J. G. Pease. 
Soricrrors, Beor § Plant, Swansea; C. H. Mason. 


[Reported by Sir Suzerston Baker, Bart., Barrister-at-Law.1 








NEW ORDERS, &c. 
TRANSFER OF ACTIONS. 
Orver or Court. 
Monday, the 24th day of August, 1896. 
I, Hardinge Stanley, Baron Halsbury, Lord High Chancellor of Great 
Britain, do hereby order that the actions mentioned in the schedule hereto 
shall be transferred to the Honourable Mr. Justice Vaughan Williams. 
SCHEDULE. 
Mr. Justice Nortru (1896 —M.—No. 2,261). 
In re The Mayfair Property Company, Limited. Herbert Henry Bartlett 
(Plaintiff) vy The Mayfair Property Company, Limited (Defendants). 
Mr. Justice Stixtine (1896—D.—No. 1,263). 
In re The Duval Restaurants for London, Limited. Frederick Richmond 
Pottage (Plaintiff) v The Duval Restaurants for London, Limited 
(Defendants). Hatssury, C. 





LEGAL NEWS. 
CHANGES IN PARTNERSHIPS. 
DissoLvurTion. 


Horatio Watrer Insnorson, Henry Suettey Parker, and KpwarD 
Witrrep Pye-Smiru, solicitors (Ibbotson, Pye-Smith, & Barker), Sheffield 
and Hathersage. Sept. 1. [ Gazette, Sept. 1. 





Warnino To rntenpinc House Purcuasers anp Lessexs.—Before pur- 
chasing or renting a house, have the Sanitary Arrangements thoroughly 
Examined by an Expert from The Sanitary Engineering Co. (Ca ster Bros.), 
65, Victoria-street, Westminster. Fee for a London house, 2 guineas; 
country by arrangement. (Established 1875.)—[Apvr.] 


THE PROPERTY MART. 
RESULTS OF SALES. 

Messrs. H. E. Foster & Cnranviein were successful in selling the whole of the lots 
included in their 578th Periodical Sale on Thursday last. he total realized was 
£10,533 15s., and the principal items were as follow:—Absolute Keversiun to a legacy of 
£2,000, and to one-sixth of a Residuary Estate of £39,360 (leas £18,000 legacies), receivable 
on decease of a a7, ~ 82, sold £4,250; Absolute Reversion to one-fourth of £12,160 
Consols, on death of lady aged 67, suld £3,650; Absolute Reversion, receivable on decease 
of a lady aged 78, to £1,000 Met litan Railway 4 per Cent. Preference Stock, sold 
£1.18; Absolute Reversion to Freehold Orchard, value £340, and £839 cash, on lite 55, 
sold £210; Rhea Fibre Treatment Company Shares, sold 27s. 6d. per share. Messrs. 
Foster & Cranfield will hold their mid-monthly sale on the 17th inst. afusual, 








WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gasetto~Fuivay, Aug. 28. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES, 
Limitep in Onanceny. 


Hinscn’s Covexuacun O11 Mitre, Linvesp—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 10, 
to send their names addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims to 
Award Hewitt Vietcher, 14, George st, Mansion House, Hollams & Co, Mincing ln, 
solors for liquidator 
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aes Martruews & vag Liurtep—Petn for up, ted Aug 26, directed to 
be h before Chitty, J., Vacation Judge, on 9. ‘ord & 23, Essex st, 
Strand, solors for petnrs. Notice of sqoceting must Kt above-named not later 
than 6 o’clock in the afternoon of Sept 8 

Tsomas Epwarp Brinsmeap & Sons, Limrrep—Petn for winding up, presented Aug 26, 
di to be before Chitty, J, Vacation Judge, on 9 Walter Maskell 35, 
John st, Bedford row, solor for petnr. Notice of ay must reach the above- 
named not later than 6 o'clock in the afternoon of Sept 8 

Wares Eczema anp Anxaia Curt Co, Liwrten—Creditors uired, on or before 
28, to send their names and ad , and the oun of eir debts or claims, 


dresses, 
J. W. M. Green, c/o Walter & Gregson, 17, Fenchurch st 


FRIENDLY SOCIETY DISSOLVED. ; 
Cwmanye Benerit Cuvs, Cwmanne Tavern, Pencarreg, Carmarthen. Aug 19 


London Gazette.—Turspay, Sept. 1. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
Limirep 1x CHANCERY. 


Hairax New Grayp Tueatre anp Opera Hovse Co, Limireo—reditors are required, 
on or before Oct 14, to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their 
debts or claims, to Norcliffe Blakey Spenser, Harrison rd, Halifax. England, Halifax, 
solor to liquidator 

J. K. Srartey & Co, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before 
names and addresses, and particulars of their debts or claims. to . K. Starley, 
Meteor Works, Coventry. Smith & Co, Birmingham, solors for lignidator, The above 
company is in liquidation on the sale of the business to the Rover Cycle Co, Limited 

Parnatt & Evans, Limirep—Creditors are required, on or before Oct 14, to send their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to Thomas Parry, 
Albany chmbrs, Newport, Mon. Le Brasseur & Bowen, Newport, solors to liquidator 

Sireyt Step anv F.oorixe Co, Liurrep—Creditors are required. on or before Oct 13, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts or claims, to 


Ay to send their 


Mr. “William Dennison Sanderson, St. Margaret’s chmbrs, Newton st, Piccadilly, Man- 


ches' 

Sivcer & Co, Limrep—Creditors are required, on or before Sept 28, to send in their 
names and addresses, and the particulars of their debts and claims, to George Webb, 
c/o The Singer Cycle Co, Limited, Canterbury st, amid 

Vaccrvation Virus Vanquisaer Co, Limirep—Credit ired, on or before Oct 17, 
to send their names and addresses, and the particulars of their Sebee or claims, to Mr. 
J. King Stewart, 19, Monument Station bldgs, E.C. Courtenay & Co, Gracechurch st, 
solors to liquidator 











CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
Last Day or Cram. 

London Gazette—Turspay, Aug 18. 





London Gazette.—Faipay, Aug. 21. 
Evans, Ricnarp Wix11am, W: Denbigh, Licensed Victualler. Sept 30. Evans v 
Parsonage, Je rexham 
London Gazette.—Touxrspay, Aug. 25. 
Braptey, aes Kingston on Thames, Oct 1. Yeomans v Marsh, North, J. 
Marsh, Eden st, Kingston on Thames 
UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day or Cram. 
London Gazette.—Torspay, Aug. 25. 
Anvws, } ewan Bensamix, Devizes, Wilts Oct 13 Crowder & Vizard, Lincoln’s inn 


Baitey, Hexry, Royton, Lanes, Farmer Sept 15 Taylor, Oldham 

Brows, Tuomas, Keswick, Cumbrid, Shoemaker Sept 15 Broatch & Son, Keswick 
Bucxtey, Mrs Louisa Jaye, East Grinstead Oct 10 Ewer & Neave, Philpot lane 
Bureess, Ricnarp, Winchester Sept 18 Godwin, Winchester 

Someones, Heneietta Maria, New Orleans, U.S.A. Sept 16 Woodward, Old Jewry 


rs 
Byrorp, Susana, Rhyl, Flint Sept 30 Martin & Co, Liverpool 
Byroy, Fraycis, Hastings Sept 30 Tyler, Clement’s inn, Strand 
Dowyext, Mary, Inverness terr, Paddington Oct5 Harwood & Stephenson, Lombard st 


Fry, Caeees, late Com County, Illinois, U.S.A., Schoolmaster Sept 30 Earle, Kings- 
ridge, 
Goessane Mase, Kensington mansions, 8.W. Sept 24 Roweliffes & Co, Bedford row 


Harareaves, Wiiu1am, Freckleton, Lancs, Gent Sept 21 Clarke, Preston 
Haworrs, Exiex, Blackburn Sept 26 L & W Wilkinson, Blackburn 


Inuiwer, ALexanper, Penn Fields, Wolverhampton Jan 1 T M J & A Whitehouse, 
Wolverhampton 


| Jewxixs, Wittram, Consett, Durham Oct1 Cooper & Goodger, Newcastle on Tyne 
| ane, Saget Walsall, Stafford, Warehouseman Sept21 8S Pearman Smith & Sons, 
! alsall 


Lack.anb, Jouy, Birkenhead Oct1 Lamb & Kyffin-Taylor, Birkenhead 

Larroper, Maria, Stoke Newington Oct 1 Bridgman & Willcocks, College hill 
Lawrence, Joux James, Keswick, Cumbrid, Innkeeper Sept 15 Broach & Co, Keswick 
Levy, Joun Goopuax, Whitechapel Oct 24 Lumley & Lumley, Old Jewry chmbrs 
Lewis, Grorce, Burbage, Wilts, Farmer Sept 29 Astley, Hungerford, Berks 


Nucent, Atsert Count, York bldgs, Adelphi Sept 30 Greenwood & Greenwood, Ser- 
jeant’s inn e 
—, Martitpa, Thornton Heath, Surrey Sept 20 Stanley-Jones, St James st 


Perrucnot, Ferpinanp Victor, Southwark Sept 30 Withall & Co, Gt George st 
Roserts, Jonx, Wood Green, Gent Oct3 Rollit & Sons, Mark In 
Sueprarp, Exiza, Grays, Essex, Spinster Oct 1 Greenwood & Greenwood, Serjeant's inn 


Asnsurver, Karuertne, Porchester gate, Bayswater Sept 30 Wriford v Crosse, Chitty, | Surrn, Euwa, Leicester Sept 26 Burgess & Dexter, Leicester 


Warlow, Old Jewry 
Gannett, Fanxy, Bryanston rd, Crouch End Oct 1 Garrett v Garrett, Kekewich, J 
Wright, Lincoln’s inn fields 
Hake, Toomas Henpry, King’s Lynn, Norfolk Oct 31 Woodrooffe vy Pryor, Kekewich, 
J Woodrootfe & Burgess, New sq, Lincoln’s ion 
Reprzry, Ansatom, Holywell, Flint, retired Butcher Sept19 Garner v Jones, Regis- 
trar, Liverpool Quiggin, Liverpool 





| Srurrarp, Feaycis, Swinton, Lancaster, Mill Manager Oct 5 Moodie, Manchester 


einer Tuomas, Fairfield, Manchester, Tinplate Worker Oct 17 Diggles & Ogden, Man- 
ester 


Verniit, Saran Caruentye, Liverpool, Spinster Sept 25 Weightman & Co, Liverpool 
Waire, Cuasves, Daventry, Northampton, Shoemaker Sept 20 Roche, Daventry 








BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—Frivay, August 28. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Beswick, Grorar Wituiam, Northenden, Ches, Merchant | 
Manchester Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 
a S Parrick Lyoys, Barking rd, tonne Physician Pontypridd 
High Court Pet July 31 Ord Aug 24 Rropicx, 
Bouton, Ronert, Pocklington, Horse Breaker York Pet Pet A 
Aug 25 Ord ‘Aug 25 
Braprorn, WILLIAM Euxesr, Swansea, Clerk Swansea Pet | 


Parkinson, CHARLES, 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 


Ord Aug 26 


Browy, ALFRED pnd Newport, Mon, Boot Manufac- | 
jurer Newport,Mon Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 
os nson, Jounn Henny, Milnrow, nr Rochdale, Licensed | 
o Vie tualler ‘Rochdale Pet toe, * Ord as wd . 
ASKEN, Mary, Stockton on Tees, Farmer Stockton on tip, 
1, | gham Pet Aug 6 
Tees Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 Svowpen, Wittiam Aurrep, 
Cooxsey, Josrpn, Stone, Staffs, Innkeeper Stafford Pet | 
Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 | Tuomas, 
Dass, osern Leepnam, Matlock Bank, Derby Derby ‘Avg 6 Ord Aug 24 
Pet Lg) 24 Ord Aug 24 | Warrier, Wittiam, 
Dimouiye, sous Avery, Cardiff, Clerk Cardiff Pet Aug | Worcester 
24 Ord Aug 24 
East, Arruur, Grantham, cree Agent Nottingham Au 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 
Fox, ALrrep Recteaeth Chancery lane, Solicitor High | 
Court Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 26 


Pet July 13 Ord Aug 25 


MoseEtey, oo. & Seetngen, Solicitor 
A 


6 95, Temple brs, 
Oaxe, f. B., ae at B RIcHArDs, a st Engineers | Davis, Faepraick, West Bromwi 
h Court Pet July 30 abe, Chis ug 26 Off 


| eamenae tel yip Joun, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet Aug 
Aug 2 Ord Aug | 22 Ord Aug 22 

ug Rots, Joun ae Jounrs, Farnham, Draper Guildford 
| Saxpane, Gosmane Ricuarp, Walthemstew, Cheesemonger 


urt Pet Augi15 Ord Aug 24 
Suaw, Isaac Brnawey, a, Music Seller Not- 


h Pet Augl0 Ord Aug 24 
HOMAS, aaa Jeweller Pontypridd Pet 


ares 2 “Ont A 
Wixy, Joseru, Leeds, Brok >i Pet Aug &% Ord 


Currwryp, Watrer J. B., Maidenhead Sapt7ati2 Of 
avenue 
Batcher Sept 4at 10.15 


ans ae Leepuam, Matlock Bank, Derbyshire Sept 
at12 40, St Mary’s gate, 


Liverpool Pet 


Ches, Tailor Birkenhead 


Pickerine, Grorce, Tababet, nr Pontypridd Labourer Guam Wruuas 18 ody Cadoxton, nr —-. Gar- 
i Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 dener 
ames OrmsTon, See Southport Liverpool 


Sept 9 at 12 Off Rec, i, Alexandra rd, 8 Wansea 
Hampsox, Jouy, and Grores we a, South- 
wark, Stone Sept ¢ Bankruptey 


bidgs, Carey st 
-— % Gores Epwaap, ——- Norwood Sept 4 at 


Hannseon, Joun Sept 7 at 3S 
s chmbrs, Bridge st, Manchester 
mae, ¥, Cuan.ts, Moret ar Wallingford ” 
rd A meee hee South oeutine, Farmer 
ll Grocer Scar- Sept 9at 10 10, Athenwum ter, = 


Hopers, Viscext ND, 
atil 23, Colemore row, i 
James, Faspenic Epwarp, St Helen's, Lancs Sept 9 at 12 
Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, Li 


Keene, Faeperice Witiias, Lanes, Estate 
Agent Sept 7 at 3 ‘Opden’s ehmbrs, Bridge st, 


> Canectentiion, Farmer 


is 

| Woouxs, Cuartes Sanuvuet, Bristol, Licensed Victualler T 

Ae Pot Aug 26. Ord Aug 38 Laraax, Witttam Joux, Birmingham, Tailor Sept 7 at Il 
| Worruina, Tuomas Wituram, 


row, 
Labourer | Larrierox, Jacos, Butcher Sept T at 10390 


Fremuin, Punar, Lamberhurst, Kent, Farmer Tunbridge | Leominster Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 ’ } 
ie — Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 | Warn, Jou Truow,s, ‘North Hants, Brick | y) AS Ww an. N LW.., Miller 
eat, Goseen, me, Hants, Farmer Southampton | Manufacturer thampton Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 25 anes iLuaM, Newport, *” Sept Sat 4 
Gairrix, Wittiam Henry, Dorchester, Builder Dorchester | ORDER RESCINDING RECEIVING ORDER AND Mospx.1, Faspeaick Jawss, Worcester, Tailor Sept 5 at 
Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 ANNULLING oe 11 Off Ree, 45, st, Wi 


Havercrort, Witiiam, Kirmington, Lines, Carpenter 
Great Grimsby Pet Aug 24 Ord Avg 24 } 
Hieainenorrom, Witiiam, Derby, Silk Throwster Derby | 


| Kennan, , Semeem Purssane, 1 Provost 
urt 
March 13, 1893 Reso and Annul Aug 21, 1896 


Haverstock Hill, 


‘oreester 
Newnay, Wrutras + — LW., Plumber 
Ree Ord ay 23, 1898 Adjud SASS Se ie Sees See 


Nornis, Hexay Jawes, Bishops Waltham, Survepor Sept 
Tat’ OF 4, Bast 


= Pet Jay Ord Aug et . Wakefield P st, 

OWwanrtTH, Anruur, G ~ forks, Grocer aketle ‘et NSON, . 

‘Aug 25, Ord Aug oole ct FIRST MEETINGS. Roaryson, Groner + Sept Sats O® Ree, 3, 

or Asvane Wii 1AM, etetns, Gloucs Grocer | Ramecen, eeaeeen, and Taomas bap Bo ma, Shatin, Rosentuat, Acaget, and Bewest Rosexraa:, Nottingham, 
ouces ‘e 2% O u Sept 4 at 10.45 e Tailors Sept 4 at 12 Off Reo, St Peter's Church walk, 

Jones, Joun Tuomas, Ton Pentre, ‘Glam Watchmaker | Buewrrr, Paraiok Lyons, Barking rd, wee La N 

_ Pontypridd Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug | Sept 4 at 11 k Carey » Tiweweit, Groner, and Faaxx Rossar Proorres Thxe- 

Kraiiina, Groner Henny, _ frdeniany, Thee Greenwich | Booker, Wiitiam Henry, Shotter , Smith wert, Paignton, Builders Sept Fatal i 


Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 
Law, Jamxs Pickxur, Arundel st, Strand, Stock Broker 
High Court Pet July7 Ord A 


Sept 4at 12.90 a, Rail 


Pet’ Aug 10 Ord Aug 26 Bept at 2390 


London 
Boveees, Ronear, Poaklingt, Torebreaker Sept at 
Stonegate, Yor 
Manni, Giovanyt, Cannon pl, Whitechapel rd High Court | Bruni, B...+. ‘ovr, St an pl, as Engineer | Wueaten, Wi 


Wana, Bursanere, Satie OF 
Reo, Bank Cora st, Bristol Wh 


punhagen st, Worcester 
& 4 





Sept 5 at 20.90 
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Waurrexanp, ns 5 D, Suffolk, 


it 5 at 11 an thy King st, Norwich 
Worrr, Tuomas, Nottingham, Mi an Sept 4 in ll Off 
Ree, St Peter’s Church walk , Nottingham 


ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bann. Arraur Groror, Tottenham ct rd, House Furnisher 
High Court Pet June 22 Ord Aug 26 

Beswick, Grorer WILLIAM, Merthonion, — Mer- 
chant Manchester Pet Aug 25 Ord "Aug 25 

Bocquet, Cuartes Avouste Emie, Shepherd’s Bush, 
Laundryman High Court PetJuly 29 Ord Aug 26 

Bovu.rtow, Rosert, Pocklington, Horse Breaker York Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

Rravrorp, Wit11aM ae Swansea, Clerk Swansea 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

Secumanns, Nicuoras, Borough a“ st, Solicitor High 
Court Pet July 21 Ord Aug 26 

Brownson. Joun Hewry, Milnrow, nr Rochdale, Licensed 
Victualler Rochdale Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 

Casxen, Mary, Stockton on Tees, Farmer Stockton on 
Tees Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 

Cooxsry, Josepn, Stone, Staffs, Innkeeper Stafford Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

Drax, Josepn Leepuam, Matlock Bank, Derby Derby 
Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 

Diwouryg, Joun Avery, — Mercantile Clerk Cardiff 
Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 

Demers. 35 Tom, Bloxwich, Builder Walsall Pet July 2 

A 





East, tea a Grantham, Commission Agent Nottingham 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

Easton, Dawtet, Southsea, Coach Builder Portsmouth 
Pet Aug8 Ord Aug 19 

Gairrin, WILLIAM eer, ec eaaee Builder Dorchester 
Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 26 

Hautiertr, Onep, Brighton, Butcher Brighton Pet July 
18 Ord Aug 26 

Havercrort, Wiiiiam, Kirmington, a Carpenter Gt 
Grimsby Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 2 

Howartn. Artuur, Goole, Yorks, ll Wakefield Pet 
Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

Joxgs. Atrrep Witiiam, Cinderford, Glos, Grocer 
Gloucester Pet Aug 25 Ord Aug 25 

ee” Cart, Brighton, High Court Pet Aug 14 Ord 

25 


ug 
Morris. Epwarp Brian Lawter, Queen Victoria-street 
High Court Pet April1 Ord Aug 26 
Orrett, Cuaries, Kidsgrove, Staffs, Drapers’ Valuer 
Hanley Pet June 22 Ord Aug 22 
—— Jonyn, Liandudno Bangor Pet Aug 21 Ord 
25 


ug. 

Picxerixe, Grorae, Ynysybwi, nr Sompeetan, Labourer 
Pontypridd Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 

Rippick, James Ormstron, Crossens, Southport Liverpool 

Augi10 Ord Aug 6 

Rosinson, Grorce P, Hendon Barnet Pet July 14 Ord 
Aug 22 

Rosrrtson, Wittiam Grorcr. Chealsea, Wholesale Con- 
ectioner High Court Pet July2 Ord Aug 25 

Ropericx, Davin Joun, Cardiff, Grocer Cardiff Pet 
Aug 2t Ord Aug 22 

Sanpers, Cuaries Ricnarp, Walthamstow, Cheesemonger 
High Court Pet Aue15 Ord Aug 24 

Sims, Georce CoLeman than Eg, Victoria,8.W High Court 
Pet July 20 Ord Aug 25 

Taytor, Joun Grorcr, ‘Ashton on ta Manufacturer 
Manchester Pet Aug5. Ord Aug 26 

Weep, Evizapern, 7 aintaas Tobacconist Bristol Pet Aug 
22 Ord Aug 25 

Wiry, Josern, Btanningles, Leeds, Broker Leeds Pet 
‘Aug 24 Ord Aug 

Warerer, Witt, nr _ Farmer 
Worcester Pet Aug 22 Ord Aug 22 

Worrnixe, THomas Wi1.1m, Leominster, Labourer Leo- 
minster Pet Aug 24 Ord Aug 24 

Wren, Joun Tuowas, North Stoneham, Brick Manufac- 
turer Southampton Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 


Amended notice substituted for that —- in the 
London Gazette of Aug 21: 


Wacner, Cuaries Frepericx, eens, Brewer High 
Court Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 


London Gazette.—Turspay, September 1. | 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 


AruypeL, Jonn bay mae we, Licensed Victualler York 
ug 29 Pet Aug 29 

Battey, Samuet Vow es, Banwell, Somersetshire, Baker 
Wells Pet Aug 28 Ord Ang 23 

Bares, Joseru Hersert, Liscard, Cheshire, Coal Merchant 
Liverpool Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

B , F K Ricwarp, Kettering, Boot Manu- 
facture: Northampton Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 

Cuepzey, Wit.14m, Bridgwater, Builder Beldgwater Pet 
Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 

acne ee, ‘ee Farmer Pembroke Dock Pet 


ug Ord A: 
~—— 5 Pontypridd, Baker Pontypridd Pet Aug 27 


ug 27 
Dorrietp, Cuaries, Peterborough, Innkeeper Peter- 
Pet Augi19 Ord Aug 29 

Emery, Avice Sorunia, — Lambeth rd High Court 
Pet July 31 

Epstein, Epwarp, South EY Hairdresser Croydon 
Pet Augi1 Ord Aug 26 

Evans, i Old Bethnal Green rd, Dairyman High 
Court Pet July 16 Ord Aug 28 

nies ~~ Yad C, Cannon st High Court Pet May 29 Ord 


GixEe, Marr, Filey, Yor Yorks, Antique Dealer Scarborough 
Aug 26 
PP sg LI jun, Bridgend, Glam, Miller Cardiff 
Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Bageeye Mey H, Peckham High Court Pet Aug 13 - 


W. Ro m 
a Cline om High Court Pet | 








ae, Fences. Hanley, Labourer Hanley Pet Aug 17 

Lercuer, Ane vin Marcus, and Atrrep Wiiuram Mostyn 
Bricut, a! ow Merchants 
Hereford Pet Aug 27 

MarsHatt, Joun, Wakefield OnWakeheld Pet Aug 14 Ord 


Aug 27 

Parerson, Jony, Leeds, Engineer Leeds Pet July8 Ord 
Aug 27 

Ron ron 5 Joux Tuomas, Watford, Draper St Albans Pet 
Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 

Surrn, Tuomas Isaac, Harwood Dale, Yorks, Farmer 
Scarborough Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

Sreer, Hersert Laurence, Gloucester, Machinist 
Gloucester Pet Aug 28 Ord Aug 28 

TAyLor, aie Brixton High Court Pet Aug 27 Ord 


Aug 

Topp, ites, Ashbourne, Derbyshire Scarborough Pet 
Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 

Watters, Wiritam Henry, Southsea Portsmouth Pet 
Aug 28 Ord Aug 28 

Warp, Jouyn Sanpitanps, Charing Cross High Court 
Pet July 13 Ord Aug 27 

Wittrams, Joun, Cardiff, Greengrocer Cardiff Pet Aug 
28 Ord Aug 28 

Wrienut, Joun Wititam, Stockton on Tees, Grocer 
Stockton on Tees Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 


Amended notice substituted for that published in the 
London Gazette of Aug 21 : 


TimEwe.t, Groner, and Frank Ropert Prupirce Tiue- 
WELL, Paignton, Devonshire, Builders Plymouth 
Pet Augi17 Ord Aug 17 


FIRST MEETINGS. 

Baker, THomas Marutas, Gt Yarmouth, Solicitor Sept 10 
at 1230 Auction Mart, Tokenhouse yard, E.C. 

Bower, Wittiam Sypnry, ’Disley, Cheshire, Paper Stainer 
Btockoert at 10.15 Off Rec, County chmbrs, Market pl, 

tockport 

Densrsmire, Ricnarp, West Bromwich, "\ aaecenl Sept 14 
at 10. Law Courts, West Bromwich 

Doveras, ye Howarp, Kingston, Surrey Sept 9 at 
12.30 24, Railway appr, Tondon Bridge 

Duerven, Joun, Liversedge, Yorks, Insurance Agent Sept 
8atil Off Rec, Ba chmbrs, Batley 

Evans, Bensamry, Cardiff, Builder Sept 10 at 11 Off Rec, 
29, Queen st, ‘Cardiff 

Evays, Tuomas Wiittam, Smethwick, Staffs, Carpenter 
Sept 14 at 10.50 Law Courts, West Bromwich 

Gippines, Witi1am Jonny, Gt Ormond st, Builder Sept 8 
at12 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Go.tpinc, Gzorar, Romsey. es * ‘armer Sept 9 at 3 

ff Ree, 4, East st, Southampton 

Hames, Evan, Southport, Joiner Sept 9at12.30 Off Rec, 
35, Victoria st. Liverpool 

Hixp, Wittiam, Hanley, Labourer Sept 8 at 2.30 Off 
Ree, King st, Newcastle under Lyme 

Howarra, Arrnur, Goole, Yorks, Grocer Sept 8 at 11 
Off Rec, 6, Bond ter, Wakefield 

Jones, Ropert Frepericx, Hockley, Birmingham, Grocer 
Sept 19at11 23, Colmore row, Birmingham 

Kerman, Tom, Canton, Cardiff Sept 11 at 11 Off Rec, 29, 
Queen st, Cardiff 

Kiva, FRRrpERIOK Cuapman, Oldbury, Wores, Baker Sept 
14 at 10.40 Law Courts, West Bromwich 

Knicut. Josepu, South Shields, Builder Sept 14 at 11.30 
O1f Rec, 30. Mosley st, Newcastle on Tyne 

Law. James Pickup, Arundel st, Strand, Stockbroker 
Sept 9 at 2.30 Bankruptcy bidgs, Carey st 

Lerourr, Epwry Marcus, and Atrrep Wituam Mostyn 
Bricut, Hereford. Coal Merchants Sept 8 at 230 
2, Offa st, Hereford 

Marrs, Giovannt, Whitechapel Sept 9 at1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Manzsu, Witt1aM. Rotherham, Yorks, Grocer Sept 8 at 3 
Off Rec, Fig Tree lane, Sheffield 

Norman, Tomas, Cardiff, Builder Sept 10 at 11.30 , Off 
Ree, 29, Queen st, Cardiff 

Oakz, Joszrx Br 4KE, Rotherhithe ee Engineer- Kept 9 
at12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey 

Parker, C. R. H., Reading, a+ Sept 8 at 12 
Bankruptcy Office, Oxford 

Picxertnc, Groree, Ynysybwl, nr Pontyoridd, Labourer 
Sept Sat3 65, High st, Merthyr Tydfil 

Ports, ALFrep, Stockport "Sept 8 at 11 Off Rec, County 
chmbrs, Market pl, Stockport 

Rosexsaum, Joun, Canonbury Sept 8 af 1 Bankruptcy 
bldgs, Carey st 

Saypers, Cuaries Ricuarp, Walthamstow, Cheesemonger, 
Sept Sat1i Bankruptcy bldga, Carey st 

Saunpens, H. E., Esher, Surrey, These Victualler Sept 
$ at 11.30 2, Railwav app, London Bridge 

Scates, Epwarp, Queen Victoria st, Wine Merchant Sept 
10at 12 Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

Smett, Joserpn, Paddington, Dancing Master Sept 9 at 12 
Bankruptcy bldgs, Carey st 

SHarman, CHARLES Crank, aattent, Solicitor Sept 10 at 
1 Bankruptcy bldgs, Care 

aes i? Brighton, a Agent Sept 9 at 
ll ff Rec, 4, Pavilion bldgs, Brighton 

eK. Max, Hove Sept 9 at 12 Off Ree, 4, Pavilion 
bldgs, Brighton 

Taomas, Tuomas, Dentresiss, Jeweller Sept Sat12 65, 
High st. Merthyr Tydfil 

Warrr, Grorcze Lronarp, Mexborough, ro, Grocer 
Sept 8 at 2.30 Off Rec, Fig Tree In, Sheffield 

Woores, Cuartes Samvuet, Bristol, Licensed Victualler 


Sept 9at 12.30 Off Ree, Bank chmbrs, Corn st Bristol ‘ 


Wrex, Joun Taomas, North Stoneham, Hants, Brick 
Manufacturer Sept9at4 Off Rec, 4, East st, South- 
ampton 

ADJUDICATIONS. 


Bartey, Samvuet Vow.ss, Banwell. Somersetshire, Baker 
Wells Pet Aug27 Ord Aug 28 
Daves, <oseee eoenae, Pay Rng oy mee Mer- 
verpoo et Aug 29 ug 
Beas, Faepericx Frampton ‘Siegen, Surrey , Licensed 
Victualler Kingston Pet July 6 Ord Aug 29 





Booty, Atrrep Bury, 
York Pet June12 Ord June 20 
Briperorp, Freperick Ricuarp, Kettering. Boot Manu- 
facturer No pton Pet Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 
Davizs, James, ee ae xy ret} Farmer Pem- 
broke Dock Pet Au Ord Aug 

Davies, Jon, Pontypridd: Ba Baker Pontypridd Pet Aug 27 
Ord Aug 27 

Dewearey, Francis Heyry, Easton, Bristol, Grocer Bristol 
Pet Aug 15 Ord Aug 27 

Evans, agai Colchester Colchester Pet July 2 Ord 
Aug 28 

Ferntey, Anprew, and Tuomas Ossornt, Tollington pe. 
Contractors High Court Pet July 16 Ord Aug 28 

F.Loop, Amsrosz, Bucklersbury, yaaa Promoter High 
Court Pet July16 Ord Aug 29 

Fox, Atrrep FirzGERa.p, ry lane, Solicitor High 
Court Pet Aug17 Ord Aug 

Fremuiy, Pariie, Lamberhurst, ‘Kent, Farmer Tunbridge 
Wells Pet Aug 25 OrdAug28 

Gites, Marinpa, ley, Yorks, Antique Dealer Scar- 
borough Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 

to, = Henry, = Bridgend. Glam, Miller Cardiff 


ug 27 Aug 27 
ar | pm Southport, Joiner Liverpool Pet July 30 


28 

Heaty, “Cuants, North Moreton, Wallingford, Farmer 
h Court Pet July 14 Oot Sag 

Hixp, Wiiu1am, Hanley, Labourer Hanley Pet Aug 17 
ug 17 


Jones, Joun Tuomas, Ton ia go Oa Watéhmaker 
Pontypridd Pet Aug 25 Ord A 

me * Grorcs Heyry, Sydenham, Kent, Baker Green- 

Pet Aug 21 Ord 

Siecem, Cuartes GrorGE Woon, Portland mnsns High 
Court Pet July9 Ord Aug 29 

Moorr, Tuomas Carriicu, and Roserr Saeaet, Hanley 
Stoke upon Trent Pet July 31 Ord Aug 2 

Oaxr, Josep Brake, Rotherhithe “. 6. E, Engineer 

High Court Pet July 30 Ord Aug 

Poynter, James, Chester st, Grosvenor 4 Colonel High 
Court Pet July 11 Ord Aug 27 

Ronatps, Jouy Taomas, Watford, Draper St Albans Pet 
Aug 26 Ord Aug 26 : 

SANDHEIM, Benoix Juxius, Hammersmith, Dealer in 
Antiques High Court Pet July 20 Ord Aug 28 

Suaw, Isaac Brxauey, Nottingham, Music Seller Not- 
tingham Pet Aug6 Ord Aug 28 

Sarrn, Tomas Isaac, Harwood Dale, Yorks, Farmer 
Scarborough Pet Aug 29 Ord Aug 29 

Sairu, Cuarorte, and Frances Mooy, Hastings, Lodging 
house Proprietors Hastings Pet July20 Ord Aug 28 

Street, Hersert Laurence, Gloucester, Machinist Glou- 
cester Pet Aug 28 Ord Aug 28 

Taytor, Artruur, Brixton High Court Pet Aug 27 Ord 
Aug 27 

Tuomas, a ~<p' Resiggeitt, Jeweller Pontypridd Pet 
Aug4 Ord Aug 28 

Toop, James, Ashbourne, Derbyshire Scarborough Pet 
Aug 27 Ord Aug 27 

Tyier, WILLIAM. Kensington, Sculptor High Court Pet 
April 22 Ord Au 

Vale Witiiam 


ug 27 ug ‘ 
Witrams, Joun, Cardiff, Greengrocer Cardiff Pet Aug 
28 Ord Aug 28 
Waricat, Joun Wrwiam, Stockton-on-Tees, Grocer 
kton-on-Tees Pet Aug 26 Ord Aug 27 


ae, Southsea Portsmouth Pet 


All letters intended for publication in the 
‘* Solicitors’ Journal” must be authenticated 
by the name of the writer. 





Where difficulty is experienced in procuring the 
Journal with regularity, it is requested that 
application be made direct to the Publisher. 


Subscription, PAYABLE IN ADVANCE, which in- 
cludes Indexes, Digests, Statutes, and Post- 
age, 52s. WEEKLY REPORTER, in wrapper, 
26s. ; by Post, 28s. SoLtcrrors’ JouRNAL, 
26s, Od. ; by Post, 28s. Od. Volwmes bound 
at the office—cloth, 2s. 9d., half law calf, 
bx 6d. 





EDE AND SOF, 


ROBE Ahh MAKERS. 


BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT 


To Her Pavan’ esty, the Lord Sais, the Whole of the 
dicial Bench, Corpora tion of London, xc. 


ROBES FOR QUEEN’S COUNSEL AND BARRISTERS. 


SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. 
Law Wigs and Gowns for Registrars, Town 
Clerks, and Olerke of the Peace 


Corporation Robes, Universityand Olergy Gowns. 
ESTABLISHED 1689. 


94, CHANCERY LANE, LONDON. 





‘SO ted Get ted ed 





